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^Sept eniber ' 

/APPENDIX I TO THE MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT •'■■ : ::. • ' ' % -'>•?;' :/~^"$#fP^*. 
SUBJECT: Recommended Long Range Nuclear Delivery Forces I963-I967 JBf \§Z£t$?&: 


Thi6 Appendix sunnarizes the main factors I have taken into 
consideration in determining United States* requirements for long 
Range Nuclear Delivery Forces in the years I963-I967. The Appendix 
includes: 

I. Recomaended Force Levels and their Fiscal Lnpli cations; 

II. The General Basis for Ky RecorsDendations on Force Levels; 

III. Tne Basis for My Recommendations on Specific Weapon Systems. 

I. Recosmended Force Levels and Their Fiscal Iisplic&tions 

I recbxnmend that you approve 3 for inclusion in th^^fl963fcud^et7\ 
the procurement of the following operational missiles anu" axiu^ai I Lu 
supplement our Long Range Nuclear le livery Forces: 

Total 

Purchase 

Cost to; FY 1963 
Be Funded NOA 


:.".jS*' 


a. 
b. 
c . 
d. 
e. 


(Millions of Dollars) 
$ k6l $ 28U 


100 .Minutemen Hardened & Dispersed 

*ffl Mobile Mlnutemen 

6 Polaris Submarines 

1 
92 Skvbolt Missiles 

100 KC135 Taniiers * 

Total for FT 1963 Decisions 
Total Funding Requirements from 

Prior Years 1 Decisions 
To .al for FY 1963 


Moreover, I recommend that ve adopt, for planning purposes, the. 
force structure summarized in the table on the next page. In those cases 
in vhich the forces I am recommending differ from those recommended by the 
Navy and Air Force, the latter are - shovn in red beneath mine. 


935 

270 

1,072 

963 

■3t7 

200 

267 

270 

$3,102 

$1,937 


SB, 926 




V: .^■■.'■k'^^m^'r ■' -■••• -y-'"'-- ^-tt»cal -Tear ' — " :"' ^^ I;^ 
-■ .-/£ * ■' .' 'S*,; '^-V, ■ ^■■12« S23 19J* l£6i .1966 l^^pijil/ ' 

;. B-52 ?'■!%• •?!•;.• : 555 " : - 630 630 "'■■' 630 ■:• 630 $30 



B-Vr 1,12P 855 585 • **50 225 - - :^S'- r :. 

B-58 4o 3o _8o 80 , 80 80 80 £. ■%- 'i 

Total Bashers 1,720 IJfSf 1,295 37150% 935 710 710 \ t . 

r ■ ., . 

Air-Launched Kisgiles ' . 

HoumDcg 216 1*50 522 522-. 522 522 336 £/ 

Siybolt — — ___-- '■— .322- 69O 1,150 

Total GAX'a 216 4?0 522 522 ~844~ 1,212 IjtSS 

ICBE and Polaris Missiles 

Atla* 36 75 135 135 135 126 117 

Titan 6 51 78 Hk lit 114 214 


Kinuteman B£J> 


150 600 700 800 $oo($/Ji#*> M 


YMntr»**T\ tobile — — — ~ 50 100 100 

Palarir 80 96 l!A 288 480 560 656 

Total ICBH/Polaris 2J22 222 507 1,137". h 479 ' 1/T00 1,867 

Other 

Quell 224 392 392 392 352 392 392 

KC-135 400 440 520 620 640 640 640 

rc-97 600 460' 340 240 120 

EB-47 45 45 45 45 — 

RC-135 — — . 3 13 23 23 23 

Alert Force Weapons QJ 

Ho. of Weapons 1,390 2,350 2,450 3,050 3,440 3,870 4,180 

Hsgatons 1,530 2,750 3,300 4,350 4,740 5,130 5,450 


a/ Smabere of aircraft end ni6£ileB arc derived by naltiplyins authorised 

6qrtfldron unit eqoilpaent by the rcebere of Kjasdron*. 5bey do not ladude- 
E&D, Paxbat Training Launch or Eaintesacse pipeline gJLosyUi >mr eossisad 
BTqjport aircraft. Effect Ire 1 JsgtLft lftol, "rp^^^^JLT jg Oif the 
bpeberg Till be em 15 glTTr* - ^ r rtfTTn ^-*' l *"I^- ICSK tenber* represent oper- 
ational 3a7znchcrfi^ Rusher* of Pol aria Ki*«iles represent the total jascber 
of sdssiles in operational sobssarines. igprorliafttely 575» of these rah- 
■arinee viH be oq rtetica or at tea. The table exdnrles 17 BegaluJ 
Klflsllaf in. •operational «nbisarinee frees. end-IT 61 to end-JT 64 and 5 *t 
end-FT S3. 

b/ This difference le e-^estfequenee of .the difference in recoaaended B-52 fer^ee 

c/ l^QQO *r and -FT 68 r tl t jJD07bT end-TT 6o. and thereafter. 

4/ Bcabera bare flexibility in choice of ve-epoasi5S~yTeKi. Tor pnrposea 
cf this cotsparioon, It ^r&s aarossd tb*i .B-52 l ft carry rfpv£^£^# basb«, 
pltut air-1 ironrhed algellcs. « ^yv^-s^h;;;:^ 




The estimated Total Obligational Authority required to procure and 
operate these forces over this period is 6hovn in the following tabled 
The difference between the Total Obligatioiial Authority required to \% 
finance the forces 2 am recommending and that required to finance the H 
forces recommended by the Individual Services is 6hovn on the second £ : 
line- < >ver the f iyg ****** r lQ&*-fft \ the cost of the aircraft and 
mjrrOAn -„- — — — «i ^ i j 1 1 , *f , rnrr~r snfl ^ ^ ft rk T-f>«» ouihmnim by 
the Tfaw pyrp^cthft rn*+ nf +>i f fn^d rtt, recffT»rmer>fl ing by aTJprcixl - 




a&tely $1 bill -ion- Ac vm ^» p^^n latsr in this taper, the extra 
capability provided by th^ individual Service proposals runs up agaHi6t 
strongly diminishing return^and yields very little in mm OJ UU ' tfr fr 
destruction. Irmy judgement, it is an ihcrepent p6t W>rtfl ' LUl mol 


^<£? 1 Qes^ruction. in_ay judgement, it 
pZT^ \ Of $10 billion over the five /ear 


Total Obligations! Authority 
FY 62 FY 63 FY -64 >Y 6$ FY 66 FY 67 JY63-6T 


(Billions of Dollars)' 
8.9 8.0 5.6' U.7 4.1 


Secretary of Defense 

Recommendations 9.3 8.9 8.0 5.6 U-7 4.1 31. 3 

Service Proposals over 

Secretary/Defense +.6 +1.5 +1.6 +3.0 +2.2 +1.U +9.7 


The forces I am recommending for /procurement in FY 1963*y.re conpared 
■with the recommendations of the Service Chief e in the ..following table. 
The numbers represent operational aircraft or missiles. 




B-.52 Aircraft 
Skybolt 
KC-135 £/ 
Titan 

Minuteman Mobile 
Polaris 



o£/ C&/ k^J 

92 92 

100 100 100 120' 

18 . . 0..,- _18 

Qoc£/ joos/ 1002/ V&£> 

50 50 

96 96 (160 


1*5 

92 

100 
18 
300' 


c^I 




sJ 




^5 B-52's recommended by the Air Force for I9S2 procurement. 

The Chief of Staff, UBA, agrees "to e lirited procurement of the system 

to minimize engineering and economic risks. " The CU0 and Corssandant, US1C, 

believe "research and development should continue", and "budgetary planning 

should proceed, but the decision to allocate substantial funds for production 

should be delayed . . .". 

The Secretary of Defense, along with the Chief of Staff , USA, the CN0, 

and Commandant, USMC, recommend a total strength of 6h0 aircraft; the 

CJCS recommends 760, the Chief of Staff , ISAF, 800. In each case, 

command support aircraft would be in addition to the numbers shown. 

These recommendations are for "at most" the stated number of missiles. 

During a discussion between the Secretary of Defense and the Chiefs, on 

September 11, 196l, they stressed their concern about the reduction In our 

nuclear capability as the B-Vps were pbssed-out. The Secretary of Itefen&e 

therefore added 5 Wings of S-Vf'e to his recommendation for FY I963 and 

FY I96U, bringing it to the level 6hovn on page 2. 


'*•■•' The aircraft and missiles recommended for procurement in PI 1963 ty *^y^£,C 
the Air Force and the Polaris submarines recommended for jrccurement i£^^^{:^^ 
FiT 1963 by the Navy vould cost approximately $3.1 billion, fcoi-e u> buy ; v - r ; ^^ : 
than the aircraft and missiles I am recctanending . Of this f approximately *'* 
$2 billions vould require funding in 11 I962 and IT 1963* 

As veil as these forces, I vill recommend at a later date that the 
Air Force be authorized to procure and operate a secure command and control 
system for SAC. Except for 20 KC-135's vhlch vill be available for use 
as airborne command posts, the cost of this system has net been included 
in the figures on page 3» 

II, General Basis, for Force Level Hecosmendations 

The forces I am recommending have been chosen to provide the United 
States vith the capability, in the event of a Soviet nuclear attack, first , 
t o stride back against Soviet bomber bases, missile sites, and other 
installations associated vith long-range nuclear forces, in order^o reduc e 
s\^$ Soviet pover and limit the dp y-p? fr pat'ean bp dyne* fn ^e *hv vi?1r>Prab^ 

q< V *. Soviet follov-on forces f vh1 1p i g^™^, fr^^e ^ prr.t.p pted reserve force s 

QjfH^ c apable of destroying the Soviet urban society. If- necessary, in a contro lled 
** and del iberate vay ". Vith the recommended forces, I em confident that ve ^ 
V^LIL be able, at n31. times, to deny the Soviet Union the prospect of either 
a military victory or of knocking out the U. S. retaliatory force. If the 
most likely estimates of Soviet forces prove to be correct, the forces I am .'.. 
recommending should -provide us a canabllixy to achieve a substantial military 


V 


0^ recos^enain g £ nou-LQ provide us a canapinxy to acnieve a suds*: 

J* \ f sux>eriorit?\over uhe Soviets even after they have attaciteQ iST 


[ 
[ 


The recoimDended forces are designed to ^yoid>the extremes of riC '^Ini Trams 

^Tity ' lon ' 


deterrence^ posture on thf* pn#> bnn^j ^ r-»Arir^ H rf rtrllT? " °pab 
trie otaer . A "minimum' deterrence" posture is one in vhich, after a 
attack, ve vould have a capability to retaliate, and vith a high degree of 
assurance be able to destroy most of Soviet urban society, but in vhich ve 
vould not have a capability to counter-attack against .Soviet military forces 
A "full first strike capability" vould be achieved if our forces vere so 
large and so effective, in relation to these of the Soviet Union, that ve 
vould be able to attack and reduce Soviet retaliatory pover to the point . 
at vhich it could not cause severe damage to V. S. population and industry* 

We sh ould reject the^ T! minimum deterrence "Jextreme for the folloving 

rrr rnn ' _ 

.a. Deterrence may fail, or var may break out for accidental or 
.unintended reasons, and if it does*, a_capabi2jJ3^^ 
(f a ttack against hig k-p^nrity Soviet, jn ilitary targets can^ make 
li a waioj^exyrrvri^m^ limiting damage and 

terminating the_yar on acceptable termsp*" ^~^T" -- 

b. By reducing to a minimum the possibility of a U. S. nuclear 
tS attack in response to Soviet aggression against our Allies, 

a "minimum deterrence" posture vould veaken our ability to 
deter 6uch Soviet attacks. 




On the other -. hand, ve 6hould re.tecr the attem pt to aciiieve a 
tlrst strike capability* 1 for the fol loving reay.au> ! — — - 




^ 


^ 


6 . It is almost certainly • infes«i , h1g._^ The Soviets could defeat 
such an attempt^et relatively lov cost. For exemple« ve do 
vox nov have any prospect of bei:;g &b>. vj destroy in a sudden 
attack Soviet missile submarines at sea. Nor vould ve be able 
to destroy a sufficiently high percentage of e large hard and 
dispersed ICEK force . 

b It vould put the Soviets in a position vhich they vould be 
likely to consider intolerable, thus risking the provocation 
of an armsrace^ 

c. It vould be very costly in resources that are needed to 
strengthen our theatre forces • 

The forces I am recommending viil prcvide major improvements in the 
quality of our strategic posture: in its survivability, its flexibility, 
and its ability to be used in a controlled and deliberate vay under a 
vide range of contingencies. 

Target Destruction Requirements^ 

The folloving list of high priority targets (aim points) in the 
Soviet Unionjias been derived 
Staff of th^TlJef Evaluation Subcc 


General Thor 


■Hid 


TB 


e e 



e riant 


;^\ 


50 in each category to avoid a r.isleading impression of accuracy. )' 

Er^Q-Fiscel Year 


n 


Urban- Industrial Aim Points 

Bomber Bases 

Support Airfields 

Defense Suppression 

Nuclear Storage and Production 

Naval and Submarine Bases 

Soft IKSti Sites (k missiles per site) 

Soft ICBM Sites (2 missiles per site) 100-300 

Hard ICEM Sites (l missile per site) 200-300 


±2£ 

* '. w 

200 

200 

■3 5'** 

250 

50 

50 

y,<- 

300 

50 

50 . 

5C 

50 

100 

100 

L00- 300 

50-200 

=00-500 

ltOO-1100 


k 


Tou&l 


•a 



lpr.r:.-:7r-0 




especially about details, tfeen looking so &r into th* fuUg a . Bowrer, 
taken as a Thale, I est satisfied Yith this tercet system as a teals for 
force planning* 

The. 300 TM ^-w^Tw^jgfy^ «i forests and tbt 150 becfrsr bases harc% th e 
h ighest Tiriority in ♦*• TTTl^ Qf rap****** toyr** rrP M »m«^ g«Mi «r- 
pen destroy tbea# C The capability to destroy tbt Drbsa^Ip^Qg trial faa-gsts 
is our power to deter attacks on ocr m cities/ 5ke Ibs&sr Sbses c ca^ J Ji 
the part of the Boriet Tbrces that can cause us the cost dasag* if aot 
attacked, and also the port »ost rulnersblfl to attack* In thfe exeat of 

^ P II n umber of fioriet long range beaters* 2be 450 target s Jb-cte-a aere repres ent 
III fairly g eneruus allowance for this purpose « Tbey ^^fllirff fl out y baeee 
■" nov fcnoica or e ^ ^^ to be ci T T J T^r Mrt f Imff "**" ^ air ogeratiogis, eboot 
bO nov kao?ei or f »»^«fc M to be y u ^ 3fL ir> y Kf^ fr caber operation* t Bogg * 
o f vhich vsuld be utab>' as recovery be^eg for the Img-range boE^grSj, 
pjnA fc^r* tt 30 stag^^g Jbases on Yhlch thg Radius bcsbCTft depend for -rcag s 
«irmr»i fri reach tte^faj ^fr* j ~ - V 

Eowrer, the other targets are also potentially i^ortaat and vsrth 
l# attacking. 9be Supporting Airfields " (potential recovery szsi dispersal 
bsLees), Euelear Storage and Production sites, and Earal and Suiss^lnc 
bases all can sruppart d*»l1 r eij r of nuclear YSffipons on the liiited Btstes. 
The IK3( sites represent a threat to our Allies cad our theatre forces, 

(and are cost econrgj rally attached by a systea such as Kimztesn. Th* 
D»<fy»n«^ ftrppT^cg^rm ttfpfjj a*y fl- f ess* control centers, int er cept or 
bases. * nfi ffTr^f**,**.*** wf»«n«i g'f-Tj nn^ ^f s t^« < ^i f "Ettaafced L br 
the alr-l a-ynrt^* trfg^i** Emma T^y »nrt ftrffaQlt. Eaair destruction 
vould drastically reduce the defense opposition faced by our fern fid. 
bonbers.^ The nuafeer 300 shod here is probably a generous allowance 
for the purpose. K$ar exKajle, S AC is noY cstimt lng a re^uiresent to 

deetrOT J ^fl flyT^ncA ftirpjvr^ftg'frm ^iiytj ; n l^fefl ;^ ' — - — 

The sire and basing (i.e. degree of hardening ^^ dispersal) of 
the Boriet ICK force in I9S5 and 19$7 is notr a ratter of ccnsidsrtblc 
1 uncertainty. Everything v>e knoY about the Boriet long-range cnrl r-sr 
Idelirery posture to d ate suggests that the so*t likely configuration 
if or first-generation ICBC sites Yill be 2 ariLsslles p^r site end soft. 
/Such sites vould present attractire targets far our forces • &r*erer, 
Ibardand dispersed baaing for their next groerutian of IC2M f s Yoald 
Ibe such a logical choice for the Ecriets that the possibility Bust be 
^considered reasonably liiely eren thoi^h there is no eridenee noY to 
Vuggest that the Soviets are hardening their xlssilas. 


1< 

i 


There axe alBo flScertaintleg^ abput the performance of our forces ^^^^.i 
striking back after a Soviet attack— uncertainties associated vith the,V^;;^^v 
veight and effectiveness of possible Soviet attacks, the ability of our y *y'?*& >*'- 
forces to survive tinder attack, the reliability of our missiles, and the ;^ ; y 
ability. of our forces to penetrate Soviet defenses .CBut these u ncertainties 
re n ot unbounded . One can place r easonable quantl +»+iYf ^*™*+* «™ them 
[and esttoate the feJieullvuutfr B of OUr iorces unaer alternatively optimistic 
and pessimistic assumptions* 


/ 


This is vhat has been done in the fclloving analysis. The survival 
relia M . ll lj, , mid penetre^ioriC jjctoIr^ ULbd aie all bacfld on the general 
assumption that the vex begins vim a veil planned and veil executed 
Soviet attack, vith limited varning, agEinst our forces in a state of 
normal peacetime alert, and that vg are hitting back after being attacked. 
Thus the following estimates do not represent maxiTfigto capabilities under 
the most favorable circumstances. For example, they exclude cases in \fcic h 
ve strike first! or cases in vhich ve are attacked during a period of tens ion 
and alert. These cases have been excluded because ve are testing the 
y£ciecuacy of our forces, and therefore must look at unfavorable circumstances. 

"Within the general assumption of a veil planned Soviet attack, opti- 
mistic, median, and pessimistic survival, reliability, and penetration 
factors have been chosen to reflect the range of uncertainty. It is 
possible to imagine outcomes lying outside this range, but their likelihood 
appears small. The optimistic factors represent favorable, but attainable 
performance. The great veight of likelihood appears to be betvega^the 
optimistic and median cases. The combination of all of th C!n€ssimisti^ 
factors describes a very unfavorable and relatively improbable case. For 
■example, it is assumed thaKln 1967, only 1-l/Vper cent of the manned 
bombers reach the bomb release line and 90 per cent of the Titans and 
■jtf TO r^er cent of the fixed Minuteman missiles are destroyed before launchv 
Jff These factors vere chosen to produce an ansver to the Question 'Tfhat happens 

^ if everything goes badly"? (The details of the assumed factors, together 
vith an explanation of their choice can be found in Annex 1 to this 

Appendix . ) 
i*— ■ 

The pessimistic factors do not include an allovance for attrition by 
Soviet anti-ICK<i defenses. We recognize that the Soviets dc have e large 
B&D program in this area*. Hovever, ve are pursuing a vigorous program of 
development of penetration aids (decoys and multiple varheads) and ve 
expect to be able to penetrate Soviet defenses in this period. Moreover, 
if attrition by Soviet ICB5 defenses appears at all likely, ve* vill be able 

ito compensate for it in large measure by concentrating our forces on the 

[top priority targets. 


K 


The folloving results are 6hovn in terms of expected percenteges of 
the targets or value in each category destroyed. In the case of iJJrban- 
[ Ty \ flustrlal Floor Space\( and Urban Blast Fatalities), the estimates are 
of damage to the contents of the^lJO largest citles\(dovn to a population 


r* . -^:r;.*;sa3iZ-':'V;::-;' 


>* ... . ..v -\ Vv<kf>- ; . V- - 

/ of 90.000l tvhlch confine tnrT>Tay;pmip\v 80 -per cent of the t otal ladufltrial^^g^t 
j • floor space of the Spvi«»t Union im<s / approximately y) million out of a totaim^ *< 
r n£ ^n rnn \iQ P -people j ~~ — ■ — - ' '^J^Wz^^ 

The estimates of total population fatalities are percentages of the ■". V^;:V 
Soviet total. The "Unsheltered" case corresponds to the effects expected 
- in a population -without extensive civil defense preparation, hut taking 

(advantage of vhat shelter is normally available. The "Sheltered" case 
corresponds to fallout shelter for 1*0 per cent of the urban population and 
20 pe r cent of the rural. Th e "At Least** reflects the fact that the esti- 
mate s TSo not include fall^^ f" ^ attacks on isolated military targets \ 
(The effects on surroundingcities of attach on naval bases are incxtidea^ 
in the estimates.) 

The assumed number of Soviet IC3< 6ites varies betveen the optimistic 
cases (in vhich the lov end of the range is used) and the pessimistic cases 
(in vhich the high end is used) . Therefore, the percentages shovn 6hould 
not be interpreted as representing fractions of the same numbers. 

Two forces and tvo years are shovn on pages 9 E ^d 10* 

^hcp fnrrAc T otti y»nnryi opding f or Snd-Fiscal Year 1965 and^ 
196T r _a nd ~~ * 

TI r Th p^p f™-rec prnpnorfl by tTir 'Tr livldual' Services ^thoug h not 
jointly by the «J CS)~ ^or t.hp Raae years . — - 

a The calculations suggest that either force would provide us with a 
'poverful capability to carry out the objectives mentioned earlier, 
Hovever, as I indicated earlier/t he extra capability provided by th e ^^ 
individual Service -proposals runs up agains^strong-ly diminishing rSturnsj 
and yields very little in terms of extra target destruction. 

^Sg ^toclu^fifi ftbnii<P7Q Rlert gircrafr . f^nn T^s^l^fVrm) thgRe 


Korj 

thcugj/^IOF 

forces. Un the Vtber hand, vith the exception of the defense suppression 
targets , (no targets In, China or the other s&ie "n-JT.ep vpre include^ 
However, ve do not nov expect China to develop a significant long-rage . 
nuclear delivery force in the time period under consideration. If 6he 
does, and a change seems indicated, there ' vill be time for us to Increase 
our forces appropriately. 
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CXKPARIBOW OF TABGSTf DLgrHJUTKfi CAPABILITIES OF 

•. ~~~ aijtekkaiive rogsa ~ . •■ * . 

ZSD- FISCAL miUjjffi ^ 
i - Vw*' V Ferecsrt Expected Kill 




Optlalgtic 

I II 


Popolatloa asd Industry 

Urbga^Tn^ifrtrlal Floor Space 
(or Urtea Blast Fatalities ) 

Total Papulation Fatalities, 
Unsheltered, at leaat 
Partly Sheltered, at leest 

Military Targets 


88 88 


KM Ian 

I 3i 


60 80 


jteselgirtic 


69 69 


*3 

35 


»*3 
35 


33 
26 


33 
26 


25 

20 


£5 
20 


«t 




Bcober Bases 


99 

» 

83 

93 

58 

80 

Support Airfields 


9T 

99 

52 

76 

7 

37 

Defense Suppression 


76 

87 

38 

3S 

7 

7 

Kuclear Storage & Production 

96 

9S 

69 

69 

6 . 

5 

Havel & Suboarine Eases iJ 

98- 

98 

62 

62 

7 

7 

fiSoft IH3< Sites 


96 

100 

is.- 

90. 

5 

5 

J Soft ICTK Sites 


99 
71 

100 

75 

16 

88 
19 

2k 
1 

59 

Hard IC34 Sites 

1 

Alert Force 

Weapons Alert Force 

Sutaary .. Total 


Delivered 

on Ttr/rart 


• 

Optinistic 

!l. jbl 

Median 
I II 

ressic. 
I 

istie 

JL 

II 

II 

Weapons '.-•" 3&P 

*fc§& 

21*32 

2993 

HOT 

11*87 

399 

691 

Megatons &p& 

5^00" 

3336 

1*115 

1560 

2077 

51* 

951 


a/ Successful attack vould render the bases inoperable but, of course, 
would leave untouched missile submarines at sea. 


There ore 1 , *•'«;•. Ucrf :»■ 


OWl) 


*., ^J^'^ dr^Oj flj**** .. 




'-■ry&t-dSi^^^l 


OCKPABIBOg CSt gAKSET BB?THJPnOff CAFABTLTTIEfl Of 

- AiffiggAmre fosses^ 





Percent Expected CLU 


Fo rslr.tlca end Trv&aptr y 

Ufbsa-Iaiirfcrifcl Floor Space 
(op Urban ElAct Fctalitles ) 

Total Populfttica. Jxtelities, 


Optimistic 

in 


si* eif 


I II 


79 


79 


PeselKlgtle 

~1 TT 


63 


68 


Unsheltered, et least 
Ptrtlj Sheltered, at least 

37 

30 

57 
30 

32 

26 

32 

25 

25 

19 

25 

19 

JtLlittry Tarpete 







Booker Stses 

93 

99 

9* 

99 

81 

99 

„ Support Airfields 

99 . 

99 

JP2 

-96 

7_ 

78 

^. Defease Suppression 

88 

95 

"5ft- 

$L 

9 

10 

-* Riclear Storage & Production. 

95 

95 

il 

79_ 

0_ 

' & 

K&val & Sulcsrine Bfises 

97 

97 

54 

5* 

12 

12 

^ Soft TREK Sites 

99 
99 

99 
99 
XL 

?5. 

82 

92 

97 

J5 

*3 

•-* 

1 

96 

' sort icac sites 

9s 

* Eard ICg! Sltee 

5 

Alert ?orce 

Weapons Alert Force 

.. . 

"Dellrered 

Co. T&rgwt 



SuESRisry Total 

Optlaistic 
I II 

Ketflwi 

Fessls 

I 

istic 

-1- II 

I 

n 

II 

Weapons klSo 5©#9 

3026 

U578 

1508 

. 3826 

638 

1912 

Kegatona 5^$G 7620 

3U1T 

5295 

1726 

3320 

•pto 

2272 
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f^^-VAr/^y 


C^f-%4 0?>^ 


*m&3m 




^ri. nv3.tiliohsblT>'of Becorrnendea Force to Soviet Force ;.;: ' •>• %. v '•••; . :T .^^3S®^ ; %- 

./■ vEhe direct comparison of force rebere as such is less Important ^;;- ^^s^: 
than the vays in vhich ve base end operate our forces* For ex^le r ye^h^^^ 
could out-number', the Soviets three to one in IC3-: f s end still have ea.^^?|p^^ 
inadequaxe deterrent posture if cur missiles vere eoft'endxonceatrated^gf^-^^; 
Eovever, the force increments vhich I am recommending ere all in a -*;- : T^ -'^^^v 
. protected mode, hard and dispersed, or mobile> %;Vk 

C* Given a veil protected posture, relative numbers are still important 

" for several reasons: 

a. A large Soviet superiority in ICH^s could overcome the protection 
afforded our IC2^s by hardening and dispersal and mar.e it possible for the 
Soviets to destroy most our fixed-base forces ir. a missile attack. 

b. A large Soviet superiority in missiles vould "worsen the outcome 
of .a. ■thermonuclear- "WET. 

c. A large Soviet superiority in IC3^'s vould be lively to have a very 
unfavorable impact on Soviet aggressiveness in the cold v=r. 

(Therefore, w ^py* r>^ srfPuMnn nf Vpt.-hi^ -purg^Yf;* "* sPTfou siy ^out- 
numbered in 1054*6 by the Soviet Union . 

Eov many IC2M's will' the Soviet Union have ir. the .mid-l^&'s? The 
ansver is intrinsically uncertain because it is still subject to Soviet 
decisions vhich may not yet have been made, and vhich vill be influenced 
by our ovn decisions. Hovever, ve do teow a good deal about their posture 
today. V p P.rP p- hiA +.n p crMrnvhe that the Soviets nov have from ^$ to J0_ 
*»' operation! IC3M lpimr^rg\ ThfHT IC^'i ^nia-vrr. a^ypfcars to be deliberately 
paced, not a crash program. On the basis of vhat has been observed so far, 
\^^^ Sftv*.jp«hR vlll have from 200 to UOQ ICBM's in aifi-lQolr. 

*But" even "if the most pessimistic & Air Force J e.rtimate'B^nrove to b e vg^d, 
in mid-196U ve vill still equal the Soviet \mzon in aOsA'© a I aUUuu^j^O^ 
each. This vill be combined vith a substantial U. S. superiority in all 
other categories of long range nuclear delivery systems • 


Moreover, if the Soviet Union exceeds our most pessimistic estimates 
and builds up a much larger force by 1965 or 1?57, ve are confident that 
ve vill find* out about it in_time to expand our program appropriately . 
I As a hedge apainst this unlikely possibility, ve are expanding our 
[Kinuteman production ca-oac itv t^ nvp^^fo ^c^^e ft Tr^n-rh.l .Vhen this is 


[aone, The lead time for hard and dispersed Kinu^emsm iCiks vill be about 
?6 months. Therefore, ve vill have a great deal' of flexibility to expand 
[the program at a later date if it should prove zo be necessary to do so. 

In other categories of longxange nuclear delivery systems, ve vill 
have e substantial superiority. ( So^^et lon^ range aviatio^ nov comprises 
about 1.000 medium bom bers (or zanders), and about J.>6 neavy bomberis (o r 
t gnserfij , tJdUipited Vith air-to-surface missiles* i ! ne aeav^ bombef CEU^ury 
is far more "significant than the medium bomber category . /We vill have 63O 
heavy bombers, plus almost as many tankers. Because the Soviets vould nave 
to use some of their bombers as tankers, thi6 vill mean an effective U. S. 
heavy bcmber force approximately four or more times as large as that of 
the Soviet6- 


year gystejt ccxt«) t* * *ing of B-52'6 vi ta t&afcgn caa -» 
Si^rtaoltB j ■**> *** airr ysii »-uutessn "IS 
PpiRT-<« gnhmrincg. 
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Air defence studies indicate that the cost effective BKai fear 
penetrating air defenses ere lev altitude psnetretioa end defence 
suppression, both of T£dch are core effective tien cttecpting to out- 
run the defenses at high altitude. The Etybrlt is ■ igT vrr** & to p nrtl&s 
a *a^cr InproTcssirt In the penrtratlca c^p^tlitj- of the prosrsEsed 
B-52 force at * relatively lov cost. Tre 6x Sbrbolt cissllci co 
al ert bcrfyrs ought to lie die to orareccse &lK*fct ear boner ogre ss* 
*nl tT^ 1t r^*** 1 * *™* +*»» >osberg to go into their tar^st* and atttck 
t bra vith gravity b a^>s . E*e total cost far H50 Sfcybolt* fdr*the 
period IT 1962-1957 is estimated to be &.6 billion. 


<& 


Twenty-seven squadrons of ZD-135 , s (5^ operational aircraft) bsre 
been procured through IT 19S2. Air Farce studies Indicate that 800 
KD-IJJ 1 * are required, vith cost of the incrsy-nt going to support the 
B-52 force. (About 70 EC-135 f s are' required to support TAC, Z) tar 
cccnsnd poets, and 80 to support the B-58 fleet,) Ebwrcr, beyood 
apprcrinately VfO taniers, '.Rare EC-I35 are not required to r*Tsblr» tbe 
B-52 f s to reach their targets. Bather, the basis for the Alr : Tcrce 
stated requirement for sare tankers is. to JJUprcve t£e ability of the 
backers to penetrate ene^r defenses by eHoEias thea to chose *ore 
favorable routes or to fly core at lenr altitude. I2&rv?t& penstr*tian * 


capability achieved this ^eay and Bfcjfrolt f or dsfsiss svpzrt&slsxi are 
not both required. Moreover, Sfc ybclt Rroesyg to be ggg effectiv e. 

•fore, in ay jud gr rru t, the~ c ll iien diture of sgprcs±agtely £t»£ 
filliaas to procure 160 extra tanisrs and cpsr&te the* for 5 7^«* 
U not required. The force of 6h0 tantsr* ifcich I recccbead *ill 

Lde 1*70 to support the B-52 f s; 83 for the 3-58'a; 73 to support 
TAC; and 20 for coamBnd posts., .. _ .„ : '. ^ . . 



Tr^r^R^^r^ i!M4-jtTi ^^i^^Kp^mfwfta bv t^a Air Fcrce vould coat 

»rpi ^iH?n* <fri»iy $37? j^tt*™** to procure and operate for 5 T^sxa . She 
Titan H h* f j ffUfrftant1»^Yj» rggr T>avloe ^ trVfl f* 4 ffifr**"-- ■ . Xt ^^1 
be able to deliver^i^fe^rather thcM^^l^^^sWLrbeads nenr 
xarogr«nr~d for Klnutenui. : 7Blt the tat&l B»5Hm M c5gt" cdf a Titan II 
r is about fonor tiaes that eg a Kinuteaan hard and ^ dJLsper aea. Ag^gjig^ '^ 
'cogtf four Kircut^ga<g? to be preferrea xq 00^ ^-^^ '^^^^i 


bis vulnerable^ anAVgecoc^pi^ xipgy Tfi 
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Moreover, ve already plan to have a substantial force of Atlas and 
Titan vfaich should be adequate for those special purposes re^uirin* 
large payloads. Therefore I do not recaaoend procurement af 
additional Titans. . 


ci 


MinuteTTffn Hard and Dispersed. 

Kinutezaan H&D has the lovest system cost of any of our ICBCU 
at about $5*5 td.lHona per rdssile In 5 year cost9. It is clearly 
the Referred na y to acqiiire core ICEK's. Eovsver. I aa not 
rfe&g-^^ng *j^fr ye procure rore than UX> In IT 1953 becau se our 
over-all force re^ilT^^^^.it *n *m-. ™»v#» i<h peceesaryT 3Se 


betvecn tlgTA^r Force proposed procurement or doo dssiles In IT 1 

KVTT ■- PNiiiw«fli^ p in n joli uabea cent's 7 


$2-75 billions. 



*J& 



/"" Mobile Kimztesam vould serve as a hedge agcinst our being besvily 
outnumbered- by the Sorriet IC3< force , a lov Soviet CSP, or unez^ected 
failure of the hardened Kimitesan to Beet estimated blast resistance- 
conditions lowering the survival potential of herd and dispersed 
Kiautenan. It would also eenre as a hedge against unexgpected advances 
in Soviet an ti-s ubaar ine vaurfare cajAbHity that vould reduce the security 

Of FolariS • QfeWVBJ, Krfoiy V^TvrT+^tTi ^j- K*^ <f-mrr,yi M ff f j±* mf . 

including vsrtliDe f al 1 oirt ( vhich c&y reduce substantially its virtiK 
endurance), peacetime sabotage and e spionag e and o perational proble aa ^ 

associated vith the transport of explosives and ' atCE^^ad raadca f*» 

operation. Moreover, if \ g» v»r g to c«^l~fr» tTuv ^r Force recoessen&ed ^^-^ «t! 
program of ^00 Mob ile MimiSggS^ Mobile Kinuterftn vould cost abou t * **** 

2.5 times as much T>er cissile as Minuteran hard and dlspcrgsdT 


*r 


v 


4 


M*^ 


Therefore, ve are not vet certain that Mobile Kinutecan vill be 
required. The action I am recamending is in the nature af lead 
xin»e reduction on the. else He production progrss. If the canbination of 
contingencies favoring Mobile Minuteran does not occur, I 6hall reconsider 
the decision and recanxaend cancellation of the production progras. 


!Qii6 system has the Qpst survival prft eiYhiBTNn the vartiae 
environment of any of our ^Long range nuclear delivery systeos . Polaris 
missiles do not have to be launched early in the uar, they r**n be held 
in reserve and used in a c ontrolled and deliber ate *ay to achieve our 
"uaxtijoe objectives* For exazgple, Polaris is ideal for covm^r^ ltv 
retaliation. Eovever r as the c alculations shovn above in dicate . the 
force alr eady prog rag ggd i fi l arge^an d can^ c &use gzg a t"da 5eLge to the 
pqpularttCEnBSa 1,nflugf-^y "T +>*» ftovle^ unj^T ThJi^re?^^* +fa ri jirrg 


Ik 




. «5 


are Polaxi* si*iile*. Cce^mssxtly, I re c oe g g n d thst -n procurO 
rare Talr-Ti* t^ H^i, ia fT 19&3. The co«t, em a 5 j-wr bull, ^~*^ 
°?_*&-& ,uh=SirlDe « ""m b&-«b©ut^30 winioM lew than tb» ©art of 
•a«^IO euharcrlnsg proposed by tbs Esi 
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APPZKDIX I 

ASSUMED OPERATIONAL FACTORS FOR I965 AND I967 TARGET 
DAMAGE CALCUIATIONS 


All aseirsptions are characterized alternatively as Optimistic, 
Median, or Fes9in:i6tic. 


I . Assumed Soriet ICBM Force 



Ortiz 
1C&5 

istic 
1967 

Median 

Pessi-J 
1965 

JTtic 


1965 

19il 

196! 

Bucber of: 







icem : s 

too 

500 

T50 

1000 

1100 

1500 

Soft Sites (3 psi) 

100 

50 

200 

125 

3» 

S» 

Hard Sites (300 psi) 

200 

i+00 

350 

750 

500 

1100 

Yield 

7KT 

10MT 

7MT 

10MT 

TKT 

10HT 

^ CEP 

1 n.ni. 

.8 n.ci. 

•T n.ai. 

6 c.ai. 

•5 n.Ki. 

• 5 £-C 

Reliability 

• 7 

>Y5 

• 75 

.8 

.8 

.8? 


The Soviets ere assumed to apply their forces against our6 in a roughly 
optinal fashion. Thus, for example, Titan I vili hare a considerably lover 
survival rate than Atlas F of equal blast resistance because the concen- 
tration of missiles aakes it a more attractive target. Only the effects of 
a Soviet missile attack are included in our force survival rates* It is 
assumed that ve launch our surviving missiles before Soviet bczzber 6 arrive. 
The validity of this assumption does depend on our having a surviv^ble 
high level ccczsand and control system. 


A-l 




II- Assuaed Survival , Reliability, and Penetration Factors 

Trie probability of a missile or aircraft delivering its weapon 
to the target can be thought of as the product of three factors: 

Survival Rati under eneny attack or SR, 

Reliability Rate or RR, 

Penetration Rate through enemy defenses or PR. 


For any given Soviet force level, the Survival Rate of our forces vill 
vary with our force size. The forces proposed y the individual 
Services will therefore have hijher survival rates than the forces 
recommended by the Secretary oT Defense "because they are larger. In 
those cases in vhich they differ, the Survival Rates associated with 
the forces I em recommending arc designated by (l), these associated 
with the individual Service proposals, by (II). 

The assumed factors are shown in the tables which follow. To 
avoid a misleading impression oil -spurious accuracy, all factors 
have been rounded to the nearest .05. An explanation of the basis for 
the assumptions follows the tables. 
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Ic-bie I - Assessed Surriv&l-. Reliability- anr. *-* 
->'5i<~ End -FY 196f. 


Alerr- Borders 

S5 

ri\ 

P? 

Yieid/cZP 
At Is 5 D (Soft) 




hR 


Yield/CEP 
At la c Fpillsgy) 

RK 
PR 

vi eld /CEP 
Ti'ter, I pP-^^nuiiV 


SR 
PR 




Yield /CEP ^ 

RP. 
PF 

Yield/CEP 
Hlcu ^e ^sa (Avr. of 5kT- L Habile 

SS(I) 

KR(II-) 

RR 

PR 

Yx eld/CEP 
PoJArla A- 3 


Yisld/CEP 
Eo-ind Dog on Alert S-52-s 

RR 
Fj. 

Y:eld/CEP 
Skyfeclt on Al&rt B-52'e 
SR 

IT< 
YlelC/cSP 


C*r:S:iistic 


•95 
• 75 


".-*•<■ jr ? pftc -Lor5. bv Vetton 
Med J an Pessimistic 


.10 
.6-0 


.20 
.60 


.50 
• 90 

•05 

.70 




.80 


•50 

.Bo 


.20 
• 70 


.60 
.65 




• 30 
•65 


-85 


1 
1 


.85 




-TO 
-65 


•T5 
•85 
•65 

* a. 


.75 


•T5 

.80 


•70 


.60 


.50 

•75 
-TO 


1 


.50 
♦55 




™::::: :: 3 


.10 
•90 
•25 


.05 
•55 


.ID 
■55 


•30 
•50 


-10 
• 50 


-50 


.5 

-TO 
• 50 


• 50 


.10 

•T5 
.60 


.10 


i; : . 


Ttble II - AsrsaaA Sanrival, Reliability, in* 1~r,rtrsticc Psctcr«, Vy 
Vftfejca Sysx.es, Zad-7Y I9S7 . ~~ 

. „ Optlslstic KH,lBn Fwlrfgtlc 

Alert fe^bers " " 

■ S -^ -'50 .90 

" - -80 „.... .50 .25 

Yield/CEP 10mB;:?=^^: ' 

At lag D (soft) £2£5a^vffS-i»s™r™s™ 

5? .10 .05 .05 

fr ■ : -to .75 .70 

Yield/CEP ^^^?^^^:^^% 

Atlas £p ^ (-=^-— -— -'••*.«= 

SR -"^feKSS^S .10 .05 • .05 


SB. 




.15 .10 .10 

2' - 80 -75 -70 

ra , 1 ■ ■ ^ 1 -, 1 
Yield/CSP 


Titan I j pg^i^^ 


2 r - 8o -75 .70 

*^ : l — l i 

Yield /CEP I; ^ 


Titan IlJ slgip-:; 


" ■■' ■- < 

30 ^0 .10 

S-' ;85 - 60 -70 


PR 1 1 T 

Yield/CEP ^P^Si^^^l 

Minuiesari (Avg. of ESJ) aaa Mobile) Ir^^^^ 35 ^^^^. 

■P" 1 ' -95 .65 .30 

SRdi) 1 .85 • .75 

*» .85 .80 .75 

p * . 1 ^ 1 _ 1 

Yield/CEP ^P^S^g^figisS 

Polaris A-^ t^^^pS^Ssg^g 

SR 

PcR 

PR 

Yield/CEP 
Bound Dog on Alert B-52'e 

SR 1 ,50 .10 

2 ' ' * 75 '75 -75 

ra , .80 ^ .70 ^ .60 

Yield/CEP 

Sybalt on Alert B-52'6 

SR 1 .50 .10 

•«R -75 .70 .60 

Yield/CEP ^li^ilil([i!^i^i 



1 

•75 

1 
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III. Sesl6 for Assuaed Operational Factors 

No great precision can be claimed for these factors, The use of 
an optimistic-pessimistic range is intended to indicate the existence 
of uncertainty* However, the ranges can be taken to include all values 
having a substantial likelihood. 


Alert Bomber Survival Rate 



In the (optimistic ^casey ve receive tactical varaiac and act or: it 
fast enough to launch all o* the alert bombers. In the (rcss isistjp ' 
case, for any of a nuaher of possible reasons, 90 per cent of the alert 
borabers are caught on the ground. In theQaedianfcase, half the alert 
bombers get off. This can be taken as an appffixiajat ion to the results 
of a 25 per cent airborne alert, though in the case of ar. airborne 
alert, the fact that it is knovn vhich bcabers'vill survive attack 
should- cake more efficient targeting possible. 


Bomber Penetration Rate 



sziall force survives, penetrates £n an uncoordinated' way,' end vithou* 
effective air defense suppression/] - 

IC3K Survival Rates 

These are explained by the assumed Soviet Forces. 


Kissile Reliability Rates 


The optimistic 'numbers are Service estimates or des ign obje ctivej 
The pessimistic numbers are based on estimates made in W5S& b^uo^7?oTso. 
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